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Introduction
Oregon's Land Use Planning Program is often cited in both professional and popular media as an exemplary approach to protecting forest and farm lands from development (for example, Nelson 1992 , Egan 1996 . Despite this acclaim, in November 2004, Oregon voters approved a ballot measure-Measure 37-to require the state to compensate landowners for any property value losses resulting from land use and forestry regulations, including land use regulations adopted under the program. Although Oregon's governor has stated a commitment to compensating landowners to maintain existing land use and forestry regulations, many land use planners and policymakers in the state feel that compensating landowners is virtually impossible owing to a widespread lack of funds among local governments (Oppenheimer 2004a ). For example, many local government officials have said that they probably will waive planning rules, because they lack the funds to pay property loss claims (Oppenheimer 2004a ). Given such sentiments, Measure 37 has placed the continued enforcement of existing land use zoning into question. Also in question is the fate of 9.9 million acres of nonfederal forest and agricultural lands that fall under land use zoning regulations adopted under the program. Oregon's population and the personal incomes of its residents have been growing in recent years, resulting in increased demands for land in residential and other developed uses. Major changes in land use zoning enforcement throughout the state could have important implications for the supply of land available for forestry and agriculture.
The USDA Forest Service, Pacific Northwest Research Station has examined past forest-and farmland development patterns from 1974 to 1994, and evaluated the conservation effects of forest and agricultural zoning and urban growth boundaries mandated by Oregon's Land Use Planning Program (Kline 2005) . The analysis uses a spatial land use model created for western Oregon (Kline 2003) to estimate past distributions of forest and agricultural lands among building density classes, both with and without land use zoning in effect. In this paper, the land use model is used to predict potential future development for two scenarios: (1) one assuming that land use zones adopted under Oregon's Land Use Planning Program remain unaffected by Measure 37, and (2) one assuming that land use zones are made unenforceable by Measure 37. Although neither scenario probably is likely, the predictions suggest a set of bounds that define a range of new forest-and farmland development possibilities potentially enabled by pending changes to zoning enforcement resulting from Measure 37.
Oregon's Land Use Law and Measure 37
During the 1950s and 1960s, unprecedented population growth in western Oregon raised concern about the loss of forest and farmland to development. Existing legislation already authorized local governments to manage urban growth; however, residential development of forest and farmland outside of incorporated cities often remained unplanned and unregulated (Gustafson and others 1982) . In response, Oregon's legislature enacted the Land Conservation and Development Act in 1973.
Often referred to in Oregon as "the land use law," it required all cities and counties to prepare comprehensive land use plans consistent with several statewide goals, and it established the Land Conservation and Development Commission to oversee the program (Abbott and others 1994, Knaap and Nelson 1992) . The program has been cited as a pioneer in U.S. land use policy for its statewide scope (Gustafson and others 1982) , has won national acclaim by the American Planning Association (DLCD 1997) , and has served as a model for statewide planning in other states (Abbott and others 1994) .
Goals of the program include the orderly and efficient transition of rural lands to urban uses; the protection of forests and agricultural lands; and the protection and conservation of natural resources, scenic and historical areas, and open spaces, which "promote a healthy environment and natural landscape" (DLCD 2004c: 1) . To advance these goals, cities and counties are required to focus new development inside urban growth boundaries and to restrict development outside of urban growth boundaries by zoning those lands for exclusive farm or forest use, or as exception areas (Pease 1994) . Exception areas are unincorporated rural areas where low-density residential, commercial, and industrial uses prevail, and where development is allowed, pending approval by local authorities (Einsweiler and Howe 1994) .
The land use law does not prevent development of forest and farmlands, but rather restricts the rates, locations, and densities at which development can take place.
Some development within forest-and farm-use zones can be approved by local authorities, but must be reported to the Land Conservation and Development Commission (LCDC 1996a (LCDC , 1996b . Criteria defining such development differ across counties but generally include minimum parcel sizes and limits on the number of new dwelling permits issued. Construction of personal residences by commercial farmers and forest owners is allowed. By 1986, land use plans had been acknowledged by the Land Conservation and Development Commission for all 36 counties and 241 cities in the state (Knaap 1994) .
Since its inception, Oregon's Land use Planning Program has created tension between its advocates, who see land use planning as necessary to the long-term conservation of forest and farm lands, and its detractors who argue that land use regulations unduly burden private landowners (Oppenheimer 2004b (Oppenheimer , 2004c ). 
Predicted Forest-and Farmland Development With and Without Zoning in Effect
Land use data for 2000 (Azuma and others 2002) indicate that western Oregon comprised about 9.9 million acres containing nonfederal forest (7.2 million), agricultural (1.9 million), and mixed forest and agricultural land (0.8 million). Building density estimates computed for 2004 suggest that 96 percent of forest lands fell into the undeveloped class, 3 percent fell into the low-density developed class, and 1 percent fell into the developed class (table 1). Building density estimates suggest that agricultural lands were relatively more developed, with 60.9 percent falling into the undeveloped class, 30.1 percent falling into the low-density developed class, and 9 percent falling into the developed class. Mixed forest and agricultural lands were more developed than forest lands but less developed than agricultural lands, with 77.2 percent falling into the undeveloped class, 18.1 percent falling into the lowdensity developed class, and 4.7 percent falling into the developed class (table 1). Azuma and others (2002: 12) . c Acres within class without zoning in effect minus acres within class with zoning in effect.
Estimates for 2014 also suggest that 79,887 acres (1.1 percent) of forest land would fall into the developed class; 187,013 acres (9.7 percent) of agricultural land, and Azuma and others (2002: 12) . c Acres within class without zoning in effect minus acres within class with zoning in effect. 
